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Response to Amendment 

The amendment filed 9/13/2004 has been entered. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 
The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 1 02 that form the basis for 
the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 
A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

Claims 1-7 and 10-14 rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by Rasor (US 
5,141,738), for the reasons set forth in the office action mailed 5/13/2004. 

Applicant's arguments filed 9/13/2004 have been fully considered but they are not persuasive. 

Applicant assets that Rasor relates to a solid particulate microbubble, not a gas microbubble. 

The asserted difference is unclear. A solid particulate microbubble (i.e., which contains gas 
because of the recitation of "bubble" therein, also see Rasor which specifically states that the 
microbubbles contain gas), is within the scope of a gas microbubble as claimed. The recitation of "gas 
microbubble" does not Nmit the claims to exclude solid microbubbles (e.g., gas encapsulated by a solid 
shell material). 

Further, it is noted that claims 10-14 do not include the differentiating limitation asserted by 
applicant, as these claim only require a "surface" which would encompass the surfactant of the bubble. It 
is noted that "which attach to or encapsulate..." is only an intended function of the "surface" thus the 
surface in claims 10-14 encompasses any gasbubble having a hydrophobic surface. Rasor clearly 
discloses such gasbubbies. 

Claims 1-7 and 9-14 rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by Schneider (US 
5,271,928), for the reasons set forth in the office action mailed 5/13/2004. 

Applicant's arguments filed 9/13/2004 have been fully considered but they are not persuasive. 
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Applicant assets that Schneider does not mention attachment of the liposomes to the gas 
microbubbles. 

This is not found persuasive because Schneider teaches a composition wherein liposomes are 
attached to the surface of microbubbles to stabilize the microbubbles, as such stabilization would 
necessitate attachment of the microbubbles to the liposomes. This is clear by the physical characteristics 
of the invention, as stated in the abstract, that the microbubbles are stabilized with a surfactant (e.g., a 
surface active substance), which may be in the form of liposomes. Thus, clearly the liposomes are at the 
surface of the gasbubbles to stabilize the gasbubbles. This description can mean nothing else. It would 
not be possible for a liposome to stabilize a gasbubble, unless it is in contact therewith. However, since it 
is disclosed as a surfactant for the microbubble, it is clearly associated therewith. 

Further, it is noted that claims 10-14 do not include the differentiating limitation asserted by 
applicant, as these claim only require a "surface" which would encompass the surfactant of the bubble. It 
is noted that "which attach to or encapsulate..." is only an intended function of the "surface" thus the 
surface in claims 10-14 encompasses any gasbubble having a hydrophobic surface. Schneider clearly 
discloses such gasbubbles. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all obviousness 
rejections set forth in this Office action: 
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Claim 8 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Rasor (5,141,738) or 
Schneider (5,271,928) in view of Unger (US 5,542,935), for the reasons set forth in the office action 
mailed 5/13/2004. 



Applicant's arguments filed 9/13/2004 have been fully considered but they are not 



persuasive. 
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Applicant assets that Rasor and Schneider do not disclose microbubbles which attach to a 
microparticle, as asserted in the arguments for the 102 rejections and Unger fails to provide such a 
teaching. 

This is not found persuasive because, for the reasons set forth above under the 102 rejections, 
Rasor and Schneider do disclose microbubbles which attach to microparticles. Also, as set forth above, 
claims 10-14 do not require such a limitation, as these claims are drawn to a surface comprising a 
hydrophobic surface and gas bubbles. The recitation of 'Which attach to" is an intended use of the 
surface, but not a specific limitation. Rasor and Schneider clearly disclose a surface as claimed, i.e., 
hydrophobic encapsulating surface of a gasbubble. 

Conclusion 

No claims are allowed at this time. 

THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth 
in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE MONTHS from 
the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO MONTHS of the mailing date 
of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH 
shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action 
is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the examiner should 
be directed to Michael G. Hartley whose telephone number is (571) 272-0616. The examiner can 
normally be reached on M-Tu and Th-F, 7:30-4, Telework on Wed.. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's supervisor, Gary 
Kunz can be reached on (571) 272-0887. The fax phone numberforthe organization where this 
application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent Application 
information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications may be obtained from 
either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished applications is available through 
Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) 
at 866-21 7-91 97 (toll-free). 

Michael G. Hartley 
Primary Examiner 
Art Unit 1616 

10/29/2004 




